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ABSTRACT 
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report on medical school clinical compensation plans and clinical 
faculty salaries, 1979, is appended, (DB) 
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Summary 



0 



In response to Supplemental Language to the 1978, 
1979, and 1981 Budget Acts, the California Post- 
secondary Education Commission prepares annual 
reports on administrators' salaries at the Universi- 
ty of California and the California State Universi- 
ty as well as faculty salaries at the California Com- 
munity Colleges. In addition, it prepares biennial 
reports on University of California medical faculty 
salaries in odd-numbered years. 

This document contains those three elements* 

• Part One on pages 3-14 presents an overview of 
faculty salaries in the California Community 
Colleges and estimates the mean salary of regu- 
lar and contract faculty at $42,035. 

• Part Two on pages 15-18 shows the salaries of 
campus-based and central ofTice administrators 
at the University and the State University, with 
comparison institution data for the campus- 
based positions. 

And Part Three on pages 21-23 shows salaries 
for University full-time faculty physicians in 
the specialties of general medicine, surgery, and 
pediatrics, in comparison to those received by 
their counterparts at comparable institutions. 

This report, which deliberately provides only de- 
scriptive data for use by the State and offers nei- 
ther conclusions nor recommendations about these 
data, was adopted by the Commission at its meet- 
ing on September 18» 1989, on recommendation of 
its Policy Evaluation Committee. Additional copies 
of the report may be obtained from the Publication 
Ofiice of the Commission at (916) ?>24-4991. Ques- 
tions about the substance of the report may be di- 
rected to Murray J. Haberman of the Commission 
staff at (916) 322-8001. 
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Executive Summary 



THIS report consists of three independent sections. 



L Community College faculty salaries 

Part One responds to Supplemental Language to the 
1979 Budget Act, which directed the Commission to 
prepare annual reports on the salaries of California 
Community College faculty members. It presents an 
overview of those salaries and estimates the mean 
salary of regular and contract faculty at $42,036. It 
indicates that the difiference in mean salaries be- 
tween the highest-paying and lowest-paying of the 
71 districts in the State is about 37 percent. Finally, 
it shows that on a statewide basis, full-time faculty 
salaries are nearly twice as high per weekly faculty 
contact hour as part-time faculty, and about 60 per- 
cent more than overload faculty. If fringe benefits 
are added, this disparity is even greater. 



2. Selected administrators' salaries 
in universities 

Part Two responds to Supplemental Language in the 
1981 Budget Act, which instructed the Commission 
to report annually on the salaries of University of 
California and California State University adminis- 
trators. It shows the salaries of campus-based and 
central oflice administrative positions at the Univer- 
sity and State University, with comparison data for 
the campus-based positions. 

This part also shows that, for several reasons, cam- 
pus-based administrative salaries at the University 
of California lag behind the mean salaries reported 
by its comparison institutions in 17 of the 18 admin- 
istrative positions surveyed for this report, with the 



differences ranging from 1.6 percent for directors of 
campus security to 25.7 percent for directors of com- 
puter centers. Only the deans of agriculture at the 
University earn more on the average than their com- 
parison institution coimterparts, and the Chancel- 
lors of the University's campuses on the average 
earn 21.7 percent less than their counterparts. 

At the State University, campus administrators in 
five positions receive between 0.3 and 20.6 percent 
more than the mean of their counterparts at compar- 
ison institutions, while campus administrators in 1 1 
other positions receive between 0.1 and 23.6 percent 
less. State University campus presidents receive 
18.8 percent less than their counterparts at compari- 
son institutions. 



3. Medical school faculty salaries at 
the University of California 

Part Three responds to Supplemental Language to 
the 1978 Budget Act that requested the Commission 
to report on the University of California's medical 
school faculty salaries. It shows salaries for Univer- 
sity full-time faculty physicians in the specialties of 
general medicine, surgery, and pediatrics, and it 
compares them to full-time clinical faculty salaries 
at comparison institutions. 

In general, the University remains competitive in its 
compensation of medical school faculty. In 1988-89, 
for the three ladder ranks within the three special- 
ties surveyed, the University's medical faculty sala- 
ries exceeded similar comparison institution salaries 
in five categories and lagged in the remaining four; 
and full professors in all three specialties at the 
University received more than the average of their 
counterparts. 
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1 Community College Faculty Salaries 



Introduction 

In February 1979, the Legislative Analyst recom- 
mended in the Analysis of the Budget Bill, 1979-80, 
that the Commission include information on Cali- 
fornia Commimity College faculty salaries in its an- 
nual faculty salary reports. Responding to this rec- 
ommendation, the Commission presented data on 
community college faculty salaries for the 1977-78 
fiscal year in its report, Faculty Salaries in Cali- 
fornia Public Higher Education, 1979-80, of April 
1979, but it was unable to include data for 1978-79 
(the then current year) because the Chancellor's 
OfHce had abandoned such data collection as part of 
the cutbacks resulting from the passage of Proposi- 
tion 13 in Jxme 1978. 

Subsequently, Commission staff proposed that the 
submission of community college faculty salary da- 
ta be formalized, and for that purpose the Legisla- 
ture appropriated $15,000 to the Chancellor's Office 
for the 1979-80 fiscal year. In August 1979, Com- 
mission staff outlined for the Chancellor the specific 
information desired (Appendix A, pp. 25-26) and 
asked the Chancellor's staff to submit 1978-79 data 
by November 1, 1979, and data for subsequent fiscal 
years by March 1 of the year involved. 

In 1981-82, the Chancellor's Office initiated the 
*'Stafr Data File" - a computerized data collection 
system that is now in its eighth year of operation 
and that has provided comprehensive reports for the 
past seven years. 

During these years, the Chancellor's Office has pro- 
duced comprehensive and accurate reports that con- 
tain information on average salaries and salary 
ranges; cost-of-living adjustments; teaching loads; 
numbers of full- and part-time faculty; age, sex, and 
ethricity; number of new hires, promotions, and 
leaves; and qualifications for various salary cate- 
gories. 

Although reporting is substantially improved from 
prior years, two problems remain: 



• The first relates to the submission of data that 
are incomplete due primarily to protracted col- 
lective bargaining negotiations. When negotia- 
tions extend into the spring of the current aca- 
demic year, and cost-of-living adjustments are 
accordingly allocated retroactively, there is sel- 
dom sufHcient time to include the increases i^ 
the mean salary figures reported. The result is 
that many of the mean salaries reported are inac- 
curate. In addition, 19 of the system's 71 districts 
did not report cost-of-living adjustments. 

• The second problem is that complete salary ad- 
justments are not always reported. In 1988-89, 
for example, one-time ^'off-schedule^ adjustments 
were granted to faculty in six districts. In ad- 
dition, in its analysis of salaries the Chancellor's 
Office averages all increases granted after July 1 
over the entire year. Thus, a 5 percent increase 
granted on January 1 is only counted as a 2.5 per- 
cent increase, even though the effect is to lift the 
entire salary schedule by 5 percent by the end of 
the fiscal year. These analytical differences in 
computing average salaries are discussed further 
in the next section. 



Average salaries 

Display 1 on page 4 shows 1988-89 mean salaries as 
reported by 69 of the 71 districts, with Feather Riv- 
er and Lassen Community College Districts not re- 
porting. The first footnote in that display indicates 
that 11 districts did not report cost-of-living in- 
creases for 1988-89 and consequently could not in- 
corporate such increases into their mean salary fig- 
ures. Consequently, the salaries reported more 
nearly approximate 1987-88 salaries for those dis- 
tricts. The second footnote includes 18 districts 
where salary negotiations were complete but which 
did not have sufficient time to incorporate those in- 
creases into their mean salary Hgures. 

In all, Display 1 indicates that accurate current- 
year data are available for only 40 districts - 56.3 
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DISPLAY 1 Mean Salaries in the California Community Colleges, 1988-89 



Dutrict 


Mean Salary 


Diatrict 


Mean Salary 


Allan Hancock* 


$38,651 


Palomar 


$43,164 


Antelope Valley 


38,554 


Pasadena Area 


41,457 


Barstow^ 


38,935 


Peralta 


37,432 


Butte* 


40,429 


Rancho Santiago 


43,009 


Cabrillo^ 


35,286 


Redwoods 


41,417 


Cerritos* 


46,009 


Rio Hondo 


45,299 


Chaffey 


41,236 


Riverside' 


41,214 


Citrus^ 


41,910 


Saddleback 


48,413 


Coachella Valley* (Desert) 


38,879 


San Bernardino^ 


40,250 


Coast 


41,170 


San Diego 


39,828 


Compton^ 


35,268 


San Diego Adult 


30,073 


Contra Costa 


47,661 


San Francisco Centers 


36,869 


El Camino 


43,846 


San Francisco 


42,216 


Feather River 


N/A 


San Joaquin Delta* 


46,311 


Foothill/DeAnza 


45,363 


San Jose* 


42,658 


Fremont-Newark* 


41,675 


San Luis Obispo 


42,497 


Gavilan* 


40,086 


San Mateo 


45,328 


Glendale 


44,749 


; dnta Barbt^xa* 


38,571 


Grossmont* 


40,347 


Santa Clarita 


42,039 


Hartnell 


40,806 


Santa Monica* 


43,585 


Imperial* 


35,233 


Sequoias 


45,074 


Kern 


38,519 


Shasta-Tehama-Trinity 


40,655 


LakeTahoe^ 


38,125 


Sierra 


41,428 


Lassen 


N/A 


Siskiyou' 


36,524 


Long Beach* 


44,088 


Solano County^ 


40,479 


Los Angeles* 


41,613 


Sonoma County 


44,221 


Los Rios^ 


39,911 


South County 


44,085 


Marin* 


46,753 


Southwestern 


42,240 


Mendocino 


36,791 


State Center 


42,910 


Merced 


42,178 


Ventura County 


43,845 


Mira Costa 


41,896 


Victor Valley 


38,166 


Monterey Peninsula* 


38,430 


West Hills 


40,230 


Mount San Antonio 


44,192 


West Kern 


45,916 


Mount San Jacinto* 


37,699 


West Valley 


44,129 


Napa^ 


35,453 


Yosemite 


43,393 


North Orange 


43,729 


Yuba 


42,564 


Palo Verde^ 


35,731 


Total 


$42,035^ 



1. Diatrict was still in the procesa of salary negotiations for 1988*89 at the time mean salary data were reported. Consequently* the 
salaries reported more closely approximates the 1987*88 mean. 

2« Although salary negotiations were complete as of the Chancellor's Office deadline for reporting data, mean salary data do not reflect 
the 1988*89 cost-oMiving adjuatment. Consequently, the salaries reported may more closely approximate the 1987*88 mean. 

3. Feather River and Lassen Community College Districts did not report data to the Chancellor's OfTice in time for this report. 

Source: Derived from the Staff Data File, California Community Colleges Chancellor's OfTice. 
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percent of the 71 possible - with the faculty employ- 
ed by those districts representing 60.6 percent of the 
systemwide total. Accordingly, it is probable that 
the actual mean salary for the system is higher 
than the $42,035 reported. To provide an estimate 
of actual salaries, the mean salaries of the 29 nonre- 
porting districts (excluding Feather River and Las- 
sen), were incremented by 4.79 percent - the av- 
erage percent increase for the 40 reporting districts, 
which resulted in a systemwide mean salai^y of 
$42,796. There is no way of knowing how accurate 
that figure may be, but it is probably closer to 
reality than the $42,035 contained in the Chancel- 
lor's Office report. 

Displays 2 and 3 on pages 6 and 7 show mean sal- 
aries as reported in the Staff Data File for regular 
and contract faculty in the ten highest- and ten low- 
est-paying districts for selected years between Fall 
1986 and Fall 1988, and the systemwide means for 
each of those years. In each case, those districts re- 
porting incomplete mean salary data are indicated. 
Display 4 on page 8 shows mean salaries for those 
districts as a group, the percentage difference be- 
tween them, and the total number of faculty. 

In 1988-89, the highest-paying district was Saddle- 
back with a mean of $48,413. The lowest was Im- 
perial with a mean of $35,233 - although it should 
be noted that Imperial's faculty were still in negoti- 
ations with respect to their existing contract with 
their district' administration. Among those dis- 
tricts that had finalized negotiations, the lowest 
paying was the Peralta District at $37,432 - a fig- 
ure 29.3 percent lower than Saddleback*s. 

Display 5 on pages 9 and 10 provides cost-of-living 
adjustment data, by district, for the current and 
previous two years, weighted by the size of faculty 
in each district. In each case, off-schedule payments 
and mid-year adjustments are reflected, inclusions 
that increase the systemwide average from the 4.00 
percent reported by the Chancellor's Office for 1987- 
88 to 4.91 percent, and the 4.77 percent reported for 
1988-89 to 4.79 percent. 

From Display 2 it can be seen that those districts 
with higher salaries tend to be the larger districts 
and also tend to be those reporting complete data. 
These higher salaries actually become more pro- 
nounced if the evening programs at San Diego and 
San Francisco are included in the overall district- 
wide average. Faculty working in these evening 
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programs tend to be paid about one-fourth less than 
regular faculty at the main campus, and their 
inclusion consequently reduces the districtwide 
average. Were they to be included, the differences 
between the highest- and lowest-paying districts, as 
shown in Display 4, would be even greater, thus 
highlighting the size factor even more. Either way, 
the difference in mean salaries between the high- 
est-paying district (Saddleback) and the lowest-pay* 
ing district (Imperial) is about 37 percent. Taken as 
g/oups of the ten highest and ten lowest, the dif* 
ference is 27.3 percent, but considering that eight of 
the ten lowest-paying but only three of the ten high- 
est-paying districts reported incomplete data, the 
true difference between these two groups is 
probably closer to 25 percent. 

The Chancellor's Office also provided salary sched- 
ules for each of the 71 districts in the community 
college system. These generally provide a number 
of salary categories or classes through which a fac- 
ulty member can advance depending on educational 
qralifications, and another series of steps that pro- 
vide salary increases based on longevity. Typical 
schedules are shown in Displays 6, 7, and 8 on pages 
11 and 12 and present the marked differences that 
exist between low-, medium-, and high-paying dis- 
tricts. 

As with mean salaries, these schedules vary greatly 
from district to district, with some districts offering 
only one salary classification based on educational 
achievement, while others offer as many as nine. In 
addition, some districts have as few as 12 anniver- 
sa ' increments, while others have 30 or more. In 
some cases, additional stipends are provided to 
doctoral degree holders, department chairmen, and 
others with sv'icial qualifications or respon- 
bibilities. 



Part-time faculty and full-time faculty 
with overload assignments 

For many years, the community colleges have em- 
ployed a larj;;e number of part-time or temporary 
faculty, and most districts have also permitted full- 
time regular and contract faculty to work additional 
hours or overloads. Display 9 on page 13 shows 
several comparisons between full-time, part-time, 
and overload faculty between Fall 1986 and Fall 



DISPLAY 2 The Ten Highest California Community College Mean Salaries Among Reporting 
Dutricts, Selected Years from Fall 1981 m Fall 1988 

Ten Highert Paying Dutricta Each Y«tr tad Numbw of Reporting DutricU 



Yetrt 


1981 


1983 


1985 


1986 


1987 


1988 


Number of Diithcti: 


69 


70 


70 


69 


68 


69 


Saddleback 


135,071 


$37,597 


$42,083 


W1.815 


$46,335 


$48,413 


Contra Costa 


32,813 




39,047 


43,998 


43,979 


47,661 


Marin^ 










45,013 


46,753 


San Joaquin Delta^ 


36,275 


35,579 


41,562 


44,029 


45,923 


46,311 


Cerrlios^ 


33,153 


34,900 


39,258 


41,746 


44,097 


46,009 


West Kern 




36,786 


38,975 


41,934 


44,201 


45,916 


Foothill/DeAnza 


33,234 




41,547 


41,711 


43,466 


45,363 


San Mateo 












45,323 


Rio Hondo 








40,481 


43,602 


45,299 


Sequoias 


32,116 


38,750 








45,074 


Southwestern 










42,764 




Mt. San Antonio 




34,942 


38,417 


40,632 


42,685 




Long Beach 


33,404 


34,754 


39,547 


42,326 






Santa Monica 


32,033 




39,809 


41,334 






San Jose 




35,053 










Coast 


33,245 


35,015 










North Orange 


32,070 












Desert 






39,211 








El Camino 




37,110 










Statewide Mean Salary* 


130,156 


$32,704 


$36,203 


138,005 


$40,046 


$42,035 



1. Annumlizad 1988>89 coct-oMiving t4juitment not included in the mean Mlary data reported. 

2. Weighted by total faculty in each dietrict 

Source: Derived from the Staff Data File, California Community Coilegee Chancellor's Office. 



X988. For example, it shows the number of full-time 
faculty with and without overload assignments 
compared to the number of part-time faculty. It also 
shows workload in terms of weekly faculty contact 
hours (WFCH) - the actual number of hours faculty 
spend in classrooms. Comparing these two, it can 
be seen that, while part-time faci Ity outnumber 
full-time faculty by almost two-to-one, they teach 
only S't.S percent of these contact hours. Regular 
and contract faculty teach 58.2 percent on regular 
assignments, with those teaching overloads ac- 
counting for the remaining 6.5 percent. Regular 
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and contract faculty on regular assignments av> 
erage 16.9 weekly faculty contact hours u\ 1988-89, 
while part-time faculty average 5.4 hours, and 
those teaching any overload average 4.7 additional 
hours. About 40.3 percent of full-time regular and 
contract faculty members teach some overload. All 
of these averages have been relatively constant for 
the three-year period shown in Display 9. 

Compensation comparisons between full-time and 
part-time faculty are difHcult, since full-time facul- 
ty have res:>onsibilities other than classroom teach- 
ing^ while part-time faculty generally do not. Full- 
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DISPLAY 3 The Ten Lowest California Community College Mean Salaries Among Reporting 
Districts, Selected Years from Fall 1981 to Fall 1988 

Ten Lowaat Ptyinff DUtrieta Each Year and Number of Reporting Diatricta 



Year: 


1981 


1983 




1986 


1987 


1988 


Number of Diatricta: 


60 


70 


70 


69 


68 


69 


Imperial^ 






$30,900 


$32.09U 


$32,642 


$35,233 


Compton^ 


25,809 


29,091 


30,632 


30.929 


34,475 


35,268 


Cabrillo' 




28,631 


32,264 


32.960 


33.768 


35,286 


Napa^ 




28,245 


31,442 


33.099 


33.581 


35,453 


Palo Verde^ 


25,369 




30.930 




34.505 


35,731 


Siskiyou^ 




28,326 






34.843 


36,524 


Mendocino 










36,460 


36,791 


Peralta 


26,060 


29,213 






36,275 


37,432 


Mount San Jacinto^ 












37,699 


LakeTahoe^ 




28,429 








38,125 


SanOiego^*' 


$22,707 












West Hills 










36,346 




Lasiien 


27,416 


29.098 


32,308 


32.856 






Allan H^tcock 


27,469 


28,401 




33,962 






Victor Valley 






31,967 


34.061 






Monterey Peninsula 








34,385 






Santa Barbara 








34.794 






Gavilan 


26,555 




32,234 








Antelope Valley 


26,440 


29,185 


32.341 








San Francisco^' ^ 


27,460 












Barstow 


26,476 












Statewide Mean Salary^ 


$30,156 


$32,704 


$36,20J 


$38,005 


$40,046 


$42,035 



1. Annu«li2«d 1988-89 cott-oMiviog adjustment not included in the mean salary data reported. 

2. Weighted by total faculty in each district 

3. Regular and centers programs combined. 

Source: Derived from the Staff Data File, California C(»mrnunifv Collegei Chancellor's OfTice. 



time facuK/ spend time in counseling^ adviiiing, 
committee work, office hours, and community ser- 
vice. Preparation for classroom teaching, however, 
necessarily occupies a considerable amount of time 
for both full-time and part-time faculty. The exact 
proportion of total workload devoted to activities 
not directly related to classroom teaching is not 
known, but an assumption used recently by the 
Chancellor's Office (1387, p. 7) is that three^fourths 



is instructionally related (teaching and prepara- 
tion) with the remaining one-fourth devoted to oth- 
er campus activities. With this factor, although not 
a precise measure, it is possible to present a general 
comparison. 

The Chancellor's OfTice publishes hourly rates for 
part-time faculty and full-time faculty with over- 
load assignments, and these systemwide data are 



DISPLAY 4 AnalyiU of the Mean Salaries Paid by the Higheet and Lowest Paying Community 
College DistrirU, SelecUd Years from Fall J981 to Fall 1988 

FaU Fall FaU FaU Fall Fall 
Item 1981 im l9tU 1986 1987 1988 

Mean Salaries: 

Ten Highest 
Paying Districts 

Weighted' $33,213 $35,748 $40,059 $42,144 $44,137 $46,304 

Unweighted 33,341 36,059 39,946 42,001 44,207 46,212 

Ten Lowest 
Paying Districts 

Weighted' $26,675 $28,563 $31,547 $32,515 $34,454 $36,399 

Unweighted 26,563 28,646 31,619 32,422 34,600 36,354 

Percent By Which The Ten Highest 
Paying Districts Exceed The Ten 
Lowest Paying Districts 

(Weighted Means): 24.5% 25.2% 27.0% 29.6% 28.1% 27.3% 
Systemmde Mean Salary 

(69Diatricto)^ $30,156 $32,704 $36,203 $38,005 $40,046 $42,035 

Niimber of Regular Faculty: 

Ten Highest Paying Districts 3,354 2,572 2,044 2,182 2,022 2,121 

Ten Lowest Paying Districts 2,595 1,891 974 1,341 1,205 333 



Percent Higher Paying Districts 
Exceed Lower Paying Districts 
(ToUl Faculty) 



29.2% 36.0% 109.9% 62.7% 67.8% 154.6% 



1. Weighted by total full-time faculty in each reporting diathct 

Source: Derived from the Staff Data File, California Community Collegea Chancellor*! Office. 



also ahoMm in Item 5 in Display 9» which indicates 
that overload faculty are currently paid about 17 
percent more than part**time faculty. 

Items 7 and 8 in Display 9 compare the estimate of 
compensation per weekly faculty contact hour for 
full-time faculty with the actual data reported for 
part-time and overload faculty. Also on a system- 
wide basis, these comparisons show full-time fac- 
ulty in 1988-89 earning nearly twice as much (88.0 
percent) per weekly faculty contact hour in salary 
as part-time faculty, and 60.6 percent more than the 
amount paid for overload assignments. If fringe 
benefits are added, these percentages would be even 
higher. 

o 
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Summary of the data 

In the current year, regular and contract faculty for 
which complete data exist earned an average salary 
of $42,035, - an amount that is probably under- 
stated by 2 to 3 percent, since only 40 districts sub- 
mitted complete data in time for inclusion in the 
Chancellor's Office report. Eighteen other districts 
reported the percentage amount of the cost-of-living 
a4justment (COLA) but could not include the in- 
crease in their mean salary figures. Eleven dis- 
tricts were still in the process of negotiating cur- 
rent-year increases and thus could not report a cost- 
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DISPLAY 5 Annualized Cott-of-Living Acijuatments Granted to Regular and Contract California 
Community College Faculty, By DUtrict, 1986-87 to 1988-89 



Diitrict 


Number of 
Full-Tim* Faculty 
1^88-89 


CoitK>MiYing 
A4juiUn«nta, 
1986-87 


Cott-of-Living 
A4juatm«ntt, 
1987-88 


Cost-of-Living 
Ad|juatmi>uu, 
1988-89 


Allan Hancock 


94 


6.00% 


5.00% 


4.07% 


Antelope Valley 


82 


4.30 


6.10 


2.62 


Barstow 


24 


5.60 


« 


• 


Butte 


104 


5.82 


6.65 


5.23 


Cabrillo 


157 


4.00 


4.00 




Cerritos 


210 


5.77 


5.20 


5.70 


Chaffey 


138 


3.14 


6.00 


5.00 


Citrus 


112 


5.50 


4.50 


4.00 


Co&8t 


524 


0.00 


2.00 


7.01 


Compton 


69 


6.50 


7.00 


* 


Contra Costa 


376 


6.00 


4.00 


4.70 


Desert (Coachella Valley) 


99 


5.00 


5.50 


6.50 


El Camino 


270 


5.00 


5.00 


5.00 


Feather R'.'jr 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


Foothill 


340 


6.50 


5.00 


5.00 


Fremont-Newack 


89 


6.00 


4.00 


4.70 


Oavilan 


50 


6.50 


5.26 


5.00 


Glendale 


146 


5.00 


3.00 


8.00 


Grossmont 


215 


6.00 


6.50 


6.00 


Hartnell 


77 


6.00 


1.80 


4.00 


Imperial 


71 


0.00 


9.00 


9.00 


Kern 


265 


2.00 


3.42 


5.00 


LakeTahoe 


16 


0.00 


7.00 


* 


Lassen 


N/A 


0.00 


3.40 


5.00 


Long Beach 


245 


6.50 


4.00 


4.35 


Los Angeles 


1,619 


0.00 


7.00 


6.00 


Los Rios 


572 


1.34 


9.58 


* 


Marin 


134 


15.10 


3.50 


6.10 


Mendocino 


36 


5.70 


2.95 


6.20 


Merced 


87 


4.00 


6.00 


6.20 


MiraCosta 


69 


5.50 


4.00 


4.91 


Monterey Peninsula 


94 


6.65 


5.00 


5.40 


Mt. San Antonio 


249 


5.00 


4.25 


5.00 


Mt. San Jacinto 


40 


6.02 


6.26 


5.25 


Napa 


89 


2.13 


2.38 


* 


North Orange 


435 


7.00 


6.00 


1.00 


Palo Verde 


12 


3.60 


4.50 


4.32 


Palomar 


213 


6.44 


5.00 




Pasadena Area 


284 


6.00 


6.00 


6.12 


Peralta 


302 


7.00 


0.00 


3.00 



(continuid) 
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DISPLAY 5, continued 
Diitrict 


Number of 
ii\ul*Tune r ftculty 
1988-89 


Coat'Of'Living 
A4jvuitmenU, 
1986-87 


Coit-of-Uving 
Adjuctmcntt, 
1987-88 


Coat-of-Living 
A4juitm«nta, 
l?88-89 


Rancho Santiago 


260 


6.01% 


4.28% 


2.40% 


Redwoods 


82 


5,30 


4.80 


4.72 


Rio Hondo 


158 


5,00 


3.40 


4.70 


Riverside 


172 


6.50 


4.00 




Saddleback 


219 


4.00 


4.64 


6.70 


San Bernardino 


175 


8.00 


3.40 


* 


San Diego 


377 


6.00 


8.00 


7.00 


San Diego Adult 


80 


N/A 


8.00 


7.00 


San Francisco Centers 


239 


N/A 


0.00 


7.00 


San Francisco 


376 


6.50 


0.00 


7.00 


San Joaquin Jelta 


203 


6.45 


5.50 


4.90 


San Jose 


188 


5.00 


4.75 


4.75 


San Luis Obispo 


72 


4.59 


6.58 


6.70 


San Mateo 


336 


4.00 


5.00 


6.00 


Santa Barbara 


154 


9.00 


3.40 


5.74 


Santa Clarita 


55 


7.00 


5.00 


6.70 


Santa Monica 


199 


5.00 


6.00 


6.00 


Sequoias 


127 


4.60 


5.20 


5.30 


Shasta-Tehama-Trinity 


112 


8.00 


3.00 


3.50 


Sierra 


108 


6.14 


4.00 


4.00 


Siskiyou 


41 


5.00 


0.00 


5.00 


Solano County 


121 


6.00 


3.00 


* 


Sonoma County 


217 


4.00 


5.25 


6.00 


South County 


189 


5.50 


4.00 


4.50 


Southwestern 


172 


8.00 


7.00 


5.00 


State Center 


274 


5.00 


5.00 


6.75 


Ventura County 


257 


4.00 


6.00 


7.00 


Victor Valley 


60 




5.00 


5.00 


West Hills 


43 


5.00 


5.20 


5.30 


West Kern 


la 


5.06 


2.10 


5.00 


West Valley 


238 


5.00 


6.00 


5.05 


Yosemite 


192 


8.00 


3.40 


4.80 


Yuba 


92 


3.10 


6.00 


5.75 


Number of Districts Reporting 




68 


69 




San Diego Evening and 
San Francisco Centers 


13,6141 


4.58% 


4.91% 


4.67% 


Total/Mean - \ icluding 
San Diego Evening and 
San Francisco Centers 


13,2951 


4.54% 


5.03% 


4.79% 



1. Featlier River and Lateen Community College Dietricta did not report data to the Chancellor'a Office in time for thia report. 
* Diatrict waa still in aalary negotiationa at the time of the Chancellor's Office deadline for submitting data. 
Source: Derived from the Staff Data File. California Community CoUegea Chancellor's Office. 



DISPLAY 6 Peralta Community College District Faculty Salary Schedule, 1988-89 



Stap 


A 


B 


C 


D 


B 


1 


$19,562 


121,066 


122,566 


$24,095 


$25,599 


2 


20,750 


22,254 


23,786 


26,286 


26,790 


3 


21,970 


23,472 


24,975 


26,448 


27,968 


4 


23,162 


24,666 


26,167 


27,716 


29,154 


5 


24,353 


25,855 


27,388 


28,849 


30,308 


6 


25,572 


27,077 


28,545 


30,005 


31,464 


7 


26,764 


28,241 


29,702 


31,162 


32,652 


8 


27,938 


29,401 


30,886 


32,346 


33,810 


9 


29,124 


30,581 


32,042 


33,508 


34,960 


10 


30,278 


31,740 


33,200 


34,665 


36,151 


11 






34,363 


35,850 


37,311 


12 






34,475 


37,007 


38,466 


13 






34,587 


37,119 


38,579 


14 








37,231 


38,691 


15 








37,344 


38,803 


16 








37,456 


38,915 


17 










39,028 


18 










39,140 



Source: SuA'Data File, Califoniic Community Colleges Chanceilor't OffLce. 



DISPLAY 7 Sonoma County Junior College District Faculty Salary Schedule, 1988-89 

CUmIV CUmV 
MA +20 uniU or MA +40 unita or 
CUmI CIkmII ClaMlII BA-fMuniti BA-f76uniU Class VI 
St«p BA BA -f 30 MA with MA with MA Doctortte 


1 


$24,650 


$25,175 


$26,750 


$28,713 


$30,675 


$31,575 


2 


25,975 


26,515 


28,135 


30,168 


32,200 


33,100 


3 


27,300 


27,855 


29,520 


31,623 


33,725 


34,626 


4 


28,625 


29,195 


30,906 


33,078 


35,250 


36,150 


5 


29,950 


30,535 


32,290 


34,533 


36,775 


37,676 


6 


31,275 


31,875 


33,676 


36,988 


38,300 


39,200 


7 


32,600 


33,215 


36,060 


37,443 


39,825 


40,726 


8 


33,925 


34,555 


36,445 


38,898 


41,350 


42,260 


9 


35,250 


35,896 


37,830 


40,353 


42,875 


43,775 


10 


36,576 


37,236 


39,215 


41,808 


44,400 


45,300 


11 






40,600 


43,263 


45,925 


46,825 


12 






41,986 


44,718 


47,450 


48,360 



Source: Staff Data File, California Community Collages Chancellor's Ofllce. 



ERIC 



DISPLAY 8 Saddleback Community College District Certificated Salary Schedule, 1988-89 



Stop 


t 


II 


III 


IV 


V 


1 


$23,602 


125.318 


$27,144 


$28,869 


$30,631 


2 


24.866 


26.572 


28.400 


30.117 


31.891 


3 


26.002 


27.776 


29.645 


31.317 


33.033 


4 


27,144 


28.859 


30,631 


32.404 


34.232 


5 


28,400 


30.117 


31,891 


33.660 


36.430 


6 


29.546 


31.317 


33.033 


34.917 


36.633 


7 


30.631 


32.404 


34.232 


36.064 


37.721 


8 


31.891 


33.660 


35,430 


37.150 


38.977 


9 


33.033 


34.917 


36,633 


38.405 


40.178 


10 


34,232 


36.064 


37,721 


39.546 


41.318 


11 




37.150 


38,977 


40.691 


42.518 


12 




38.405 


40,178 


41.LH8 


43.663 


13 




39.546 


41,318 


43,093 


44.806 


14 




40.691 


42,618 


44,293 


46.066 


16 




41.948 


43.663 


46,489 


47.264 


16 






44.806 


46.637 


48.352 


17 






46,066 


47.836 


49,610 


;8 






47,264 


49,037 


50.809 


19 






48.352 


50.179 


51.951 


20 






49,610 


51.324 


53.150 


21* 








62,498 


54.324 


22* 








53.672 


56.498 


23* 








54.846 


56.672 


24* 








56.020 


57.846 


25* 








57.194 


59.020 



^Anniversary increment of |l,174/year. 

Source: SUffDaU File, California Community Colleges Chancellor^i Office 



oMiving a4]U8tment figure. The two remaining dis- 
tricts - Feather River and Lassen - reported no in- 
formation. Most of the 16 districts reporting no 
cost-of-living adjustment are likely to approve some 
increase in salary for all faculty. 

For the 58 districts t* .t did report cost-of-living ad- 
justment data, the average increase for 1988-89 was 
4.79 percent, once off-schedule adjustments are in- 
cluded. This compare? to a comparable figure of 
about 5.03 percent in 1987-88. Part-time faculty 
continue to be paid about half the amoimt paid to 
full-time faculty on a per-contact-hour basis, and 

ERIC 



the difference between them has increased slightly 
over the past three years. The number of part-time 
faculty employed has increased by 9.4 percent since 
1986 - from 23,796 to 28,03L The relative share of 
contact hours taught by full-time faculty has de- 
clined slightly, while the share taught by part-time 
faculty has increased slightly, and full-time faculty 
teaching overloads has not changed appreciably 
over the three-year period surveyed in this report. 

The lack of complete mean salary data continues to 
be a problem with the Chancellor's Office Staff Data 
Pile, one that is probably uasolvable given the 

IS 



DISPLAY 9 Analysis of the Mean Dollars per Weekly Faculty Contact Hour (WFCH) Paid to 

Full-Time Faculty, Part-Time Faculty, and Full-Time Faculty Teaching Overload 
Assignments in the California Community Colleges, Fall 1986 to Fall 1988 



Item 



Fall 1986 



Fall 1987 



Fall 1988 



1. Number of Faculty Members 
Full-Time Faculty^ 
Part-Time Faculty 
Overload Faculty 



8,632 
23,795 
5,101 



8,132 
25,056 
5,349 



8,124 
26,031 
5,490 



2. Total WFCH Taught 

Full-Time Faculty 
Part-Time Faculty 
Overload Faculty 

3. Percentage Distribution of WFCH Taught 

FuU-Time Faculty 
Part-Time Faculty 
Overlaid Faculty 



235,462 
129,669 
23,764 



60.5% 
33.3 
^.1 



230,330 
133,459 
24,951 



59.3% 
34.3 
6.4 



229,829 
139,484 
25,877 



58.2% 
35.3 
6.5 



4. Mean WFCH Taught 

Full-Time Faculty^ 
Part-Time Faculty 
Overload Faculty 

5. Mean Dollars Paid per WFCH 

Part-Time Faculty 
Overload Faculty 

6. Compensation of Overload Faculty as 
a Percentage of Part -Time Faculty 

7. Mean Dollars Paid to Contract and Regular 
Faculty per WFCH, Assuming No Overload 
Assignments^ 

Unadjusted 
Adjusted* 

8. Compensation of Full-Time Faculty (Adjusted in 
Item 7) as a Percentage of Part-Time and 
Overload Faculty per WFCH 

Part-Time Faculty 
Overload Faculty 



17.1 
5.4 
4.7 



$25.50 
30.34 



119.0% 



$63.33 
47.50 



17.1 
5.3 
4.7 



$26.77 
31.36 



117.1% 



$66.97 
50.23 



16.9 
5.4 
4.7 



$28.38 
33.22 



117.1% 



$71.14 
53.36 



186.3% 
156.6 



187.6% 
160.2 



188.0% 
160.6 
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1. No overload. 

2. Full-time faculty teaching regular assignmenU only. 

3. Based on a 35-week year. 

4. Dollar amount reduced by 25 percent to reflect additional rusiponaibilities of regular and contract faculty such as counseling, 
advising, committee work, offlce hours, and community service. 

Source: Derived from the Staff Data File, California Community Colleges Chancellor's Oftice. 
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length of many collective bargaining negotiations 
and the early spring deadline for the Chancellor's 
Office report For this reason, the data appearing in 
this chapter should be viewed with caution. 

Implications of the data 

A major challenge facing the California Community 
Colleges through the year 2000 will be the recruit- 
ment of a large number of new faculty, Current 
Chancellor Office estimates suggest that some 
18,000 new hircs will be needed during the next 15 
years in response to anticipated enrollment growth 
and to replace those who will leave the system 
through retirement or normal attrition (at present, 
the average age of full-time community college 
faculty members is about 49 years). The number of 
part-time faculty members, and their proper role in 
community college staffing, will also present a key 
issue regarding faculty quality during this time. 

The data on community college faculty compensa- 
tion presented in this section of the report reveal 
several conditions with major implications for the 
future: 

• The salary disparity between districts may have 
adverse implications for current and future qual- 
ity. These differences, like many others related 
to local control in a statewide financing system, 
create tensions that the current funding system 
appears unable to address. 

• The use of part-time faculty is a second issue of 
concern. The number of these faculty has in- 
cr'iased by over 9 percent in the last three years, 
and they continue to represent a major part of 
campus teaching loads. This increase may be 
inconsistent with the provisions of AB 1725, as 
noted below. 



Uses of part-time faculty and AB 1725 

Colleges make temporary faculty appointments for 
a variety of reasons: to fill defmable needs within a 
department, such as the replacement of regular fac- 
ulty who have other assignments either on or ofT 
campus; to replace retired faculty; to fill full-time 
positions because of the lack of qualified applicants; 
to perform specialized functions such as teach reme- 



dial or basic courses; to fill positions when tenured 
or tenure-tract faculty are not available; and to 
meet the need for special or unique expertise. In ad* 
dition, today's community college students are 
older, more frequently part-time, and often em- 
ployed full-time. Many institutions have responded 
to these students by developing extensive evening 
class schedules and hiring part-time faculty to 
teach them. 

There is general agreement that the Community 
Colleges need temporary faculty in order to respond 
to these staffing challenges and to provide certain 
courses that require special expertise. Yet the col- 
lege administrators may have become increasingly 
dependent upon the use of part-time faculty not 
only to meet the special needs of students but also 
as a means of balancing their budgets. 

In 1988, the Legislature adopted AB 1725, part of 
which requires the community colleges to employ 
by 1992 no more than 25 percent of its faculty on a 
part-time basis. In the past, temporary appoint- 
UiCnts may have been justified by budget limita- 
tions. The well-known 'Treeway flyer" - the part- 
time faculty person who often commutes dozens of 
miles between campuses or even districts - receives 
no fringe benefits and is compensated with only 
about half the salar. of full-time faculty members. 

However, the overuse of part-time faculty may be 
detrimental to the quality of community college in- 
struction, and thus this use may not be desirable. 
Some faculty who will retire in the coming years 
will undoubtedly be replaced by part-time faculty 
because of deficiencies in the pool of qualified full- 
time faculty or to save on costs. The result may be a 
reduction of tenured faculty that in turn will have a 
consequent impact on the curricular responsibilities 
of the remaining tenured faculty, since part-time 
faculty are not normally required to carry out those 
responsibilities. 

The implications of part-time faculty compensation, 
and the adequacy of current State policies regard- 
ing the use of part-time faculty at the community 
colleges, warrant further study. Later this year, the 
Commission will review through an exploratory 
study the use of part-time faculty at all three public 
segments and will discuss the implications regard- 
ing this issue. 
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Selected Administrators' 
Salaries in Universities 



Introductioii 

During the 1981 legislative Session, the Budget 
Conference Committee adopted the following Sup- 
plemental Language to the Budget Bill: 

It is the intent of the Legislature that the 
California Postsecondary Education Com- 
mission include in its annual report on fac- 
ulty salaries and fringe benefits compara- 
tive information on salaries of administra- 
tors within the University of California and 
the California State University. 

Since 1981-82, the University and the State Uni- 
versity have collected data from their comparison 
institutions and forwarded them to the Commission 
for analysis. The Commission has then included 
them in its report, together with additional data 
from the College and university Personnel Asso* 
ciation (CUPA). In this way, it has become possible 
to present a comparison bt^tween California's public 
institutions and those in the rest of the nation for a 
representative sample of administrative positions. 

For several years, there was a lack of consensus as 
to which positions should be surveyed, which com- 
parisons were valid, and which comparison institu- 
tions would provide the most useful data. Initially 
in 1981-82, a list of 25 administrative titles was 
selected from the list of 130 position descriptions 
developed by CUPA, and this number was reduced to 
as few as 15 in 1983-84. In 1986, the Commission's 
Advisory Committee on the Faculty Salary Method- 
ology discussed the issue of administrators' salaries 
and compiled a list that should remain constant for 
the fo'^eseeablo future. That list includes 18 
campus-based positions at both the University of 
California and the California State University, plus 
12 and 10 positions from the respective central of- 
ficer. I^ * . as also agreed that the same group of com- 
parison institutions used for faculty analyses 
should be used for administrators, but only for the 
campus-b/'.sed positions. Central office salaries are 



to be reported, but without comparison to other sys- 
tems across the country. 



University of California 

Display 10 on page 16 shows the data submitted by 
the University of California and its comparison in- 
stitutions for campus-based positions in 1988-89. 
Central office administrative positions are shown in 
Display 12 on page 18. 

Last year, because of changes in the University's 
group of comparison institutions, and because of the 
data reported by those institutions, University ad- 
ministrative salaries trailed comparison group 
salaries in all 18 position categories. This year. 
University salaries trailed in 17 positions and ex- 
ceeded salaries in only one position - that of dean of 
agriculture. These campus-based University sala- 
ries reflect an annualized adjustment based on a 6.0 
percent increase that became effective on June 1» 
1989. 

Several factors account for the University lags: 

• First, University administrator's only received a 
6 percent increase effective June 1, 1989 - re- 
flecting a one month salary increase for the 1988- 
89 fiscal year. If this 6 percent increase had tak- 
en effect on July 1, 1988, University salaries 
would appear more competitive. 

• Second, the University's lag in several position 
categories may stem from the fact that compari- 
son institutions may not have reported data for 
all comparative positions. If only high paying 
campuses report data on a particular position, 
the average salary reported may be skewed. 

• Third, the University has in recent years added 
staff in various position categories. For example, 
in 1987-88, the University added three directors 
of athletics, which had the net effect of lowering 
the average for this position title. The addition 
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DISPLAY 10 Annualized Salaries of Campua-Baeed Administrators at the University of California 
and Its Eight Comparison Universities, 1988-89 



Adminiitrttive Title 


University of 
CAlifornia Average 


CompariMD 
InatitutioD Avermg« 


University 
Exce«da or 

(Lag!) 
Ccmpariaon 
Group by. 


Chief Executive Omcer, Single Institution 


1129,017 


1157,043 


(21.7)% 


Chief Academic Ouicer 


115,938 


131,356 


/in Q\ 

(13.3) 


Chief Business OfHcer 


102,110 


110,716 


(14.3) 


Director, Personnel/Human Resources 


OA A Jin 

80,462 


81,750 


(1.6) 


Chief Budgeting OfHcer 


78,117 


87,612 


/ 4 A A\ 

(12.2) 


Director, Labrary Services 


85,775 


100,204 


(16.8) 


Director, Computer Center 


76,798 


96,498 


(25.7) 


Chief, Physical Plant 


79,622 


84,467 


(6.1) 


Director, Campus Security 


64,210 


^ if A A^ 

65,207 


(1.6) 


A. T /• A.* d 1. 

Director, Information Systems 


77,552 


AA AAA 

90,306 


(16.5) 


Director, Student Financial Aid 


61,321 


62,983 


(2.7) 


Director, Athletics 


77,322 


96,780 


(25.2) 


Dean of Agriculture 


106,827 


102,000 


4.5 


Dean of Arts and Sciences 


96,321 


117,469 


(22.0) 


Dean of Business 


101.501 


131,976 


(30.0) 


Dean of Education 


97,658 


101,199 


(3.6) 


Dean of Engineering 


108,111 


133,933 


(23.9) 


Dean of Graduate Programs 


98,572 


106,523 


(7.1) 



Note: Companion inatitutiona include Maiaachuaetta Inatitute of Technology, Harvard Univeraity, Stanford University, University of 
Illinoia (Urbana), University of Michigan (Ann Arbor), University of Virginia, and the State University of New York (Buffalo). 

Source: University of California, Office of the President 



or deletion of staff can adversely affect the aver- 
age salaries reported. 

Display 10, therefore, shows that one University of 
California campus-based administrative title is 
paid 4.5 percent more while the remaining 17 cate- 
gories are paid between 1.6 and 25.7 percent less 
than their comparison institution counterparts. On 
the average, chancellors at the University are paid 
21.7 percent less than their comparison institution 
counterparts, although their salaries became more 
competitive on June 1, 1989. 
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Displays 12 and 13 show the University's system- 
wide annualized salaries for 1988-89 and those ef- 
fective July 1, 1989. These salaries are expected to 
increase further in January 1990 when additional 
salary adjustments are anticipated. 



The California State University 

The California State University surveyed 16 cam- 
pus-based positions, as shown in Display 11 on page 

?2 



DISPLAY 11 Administrative Salary Data for the California State University and Its Twenty 
Comparison Universities, 1988-89* 



Number of 

California State University 





State 
Univtrtity 


Californim State 
Univaraitjr 
Avarafa^ 


Numbar of 
Compariaon 

i IIBm MAMU \Sm 


Companion 
Inatitution 
Avaraf a 


Excaada or (L 
Compariaoi 

GrouD bv: 


Single Institution (President) 


19 


$104,513 


19 


$124,133 


(18.8%) 


Chief Academic Officer 


19 


88,084 


15 


102,041 


(15.8) 


Chief Business Officer 


18 


85J62 


15 


93,176 


(8.6) 


Director^ Personni^l/ 
Human Resources 


1 A 
14 




17 


KH on^ 


w.lj 


Director of Libraries 


lo 


HQ OAK 


19 


AO noi 

09yUZl 


(t\ %\ 


Director of Computer Center 


1 A 

14 


t>Oy f 11 


A 
9 


Ti ana 


U«4j 


Durector of rnysical Plant 


15 




1 Q 

lo 


A1 KAC% 

olyD4^ 




Uirector oi uampus oecuriiy 


1 A 
lo 




lO 






Durector of Institutional Research 


10 


63,410 


13 


56»082 


11.6 


Director of Student Financial Aid 


19 


55,698 


18 


50,736 


8.9 


Director, Athletics 


17 


67,177 


14 


66,230 


1.4 


Dean of Arts and Sciences 


19 


74,293 


16 


86,388 


(16.3) 


Dean of Business 


19 


75,638 


15 


93,499 


(23.6) 


Dean of Education 


19 


71,423 


14 


80,064 


(12.1) 


Dean of Engineering 


11 


81,733 


11 


94,722 


(15.9) 


Dean of Gradtiate Programs 


7 


72,530 


14 


77,561 


(6.9) 



* Doaa not includa 6 parcant coatpoMiving acijuatmant aa of Juna 1, 1989. 

Nota: Compariaon inatitutiona includa Arizona Stata Univaraity, Univaraity of Bridgaport, Bucknall Univaraity (PaJ, Clavaland Stata 
Univaraity, Univataity of Colorado (Danvar), Gaorgia Stata Univaraity, Loyola Univaraity (Chicago), Mankato Stata Univartity, 
Univanity of Maryland (Baltimora), Univartity of Navada (Rano), North Carolina Stata Univaraity, Raad Collega, Rutgan Univaraity 
(Nawark), Stata Univaraity of Naw York (Albany), Univaraity of Southern California, Univaraity oifaxaiC Arlington), Tufta Univaraity, 
Virginia Polytachnic Inatituta and Stata Univaraity, Wayna Stata Univaraity, and Univaraity of Wiaconain (Milwaukee). 

Source: The California Stata Univaraity, Office of the Chancellor. 
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17, and nine central ofHce administrators' salaries, 
as shown in Displays 12 and 13. For the campus- 
based positions, the State University pays between 
0.3 and 20.6 percent more for five position titles, 
and between 0.1 and 23.6 percent less for 11 posi- 
tion titles. The State University consistently pays 
substantially more than its comparison universities 
to its directors of campus security, its directors of 
institutional research, and its directors of student 
financial aid, and consistently less to all of its 



deans. In the dean category, the greatest diver- 
gence is for deans of business ( 23.6 percent below 
the comparison group), with the least lag for deans 
of graduate programs (6.9 percent less). State 
University campus presidents ($104,513 ) are cur- 
rently paid 6.9 percent less than their comparison 
institution counterparts. 

It should be noted that the salary rate and range 
figures shown in Display 12 for central-office ad- 
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DISPLAY 12 Annualized Salaries of Central-Office Administrators at the University of California 
and the California StaU University, 1988-89 



Administrative Title 
and Number of Positionf 


University 
of California 


Range 
of IncretM 
Over 1987-88 


Administrative 
Title and Number 
of Positions 


The Califomim 
SUte 

University 


IncresM 

Over 
1987-88^ 


President (1) 


$203,691 


4.0% 


Chancellor (1) 


1129,173 


6.0% 


Senior Vice 
Presidents (2) 


132,241 


6.3 


Executive Vice 
Chancellor (1) 


112,799 


6.0 


Vice Presidents (3) 


115,167 to 
118,592 


6.2 


Vice Chancellors (4) 


106,168 
to 111,209 


6.0 


Associate Vice 
Presidents (4) 


94,307' to 
109,315^ 


7.6* 


Deputy Vice 
Chancellor (1) 


89,063 


6.0 


Assistant Vice- 
Presidents (10) 


79,170' to 
101,578' 


4.8' 


Assistant Vice 
Chancellors (10) 


73,373 to 
89,220 


6.0 


Director of State 
Governmental 
Relations (1) 


89,545' 


6.8 


Director of Govern- 
mental Affairs (1) 


94,948 


6.0 


University Auditor (1) 


80,965 


6.0 


University Auditor (1) 


78,390 


6.0 


General Counsel (1) 


135,567 


6.5 








Treasurer (1) 


155,867 


5.5 


General Counsel (1) 


111,209 


6.0 


Associate Treasurer (1) 


129,333 


6.0 








Secretary to the 
Regents (1) 


93,558 


4.0 


Associate General 
Counsel (1) 


86,470 


6.0 



1. Effective January 1, 1989» a one time addition to salary was made to replace a 3 percent tax-deferred annuity contribution. 

2. Average percent increase over 1987-88 salary rates and ranges for the California State University's systemwide positions are as 
of Spring 1988. 

3. Assumes a 6 percent salary increase eff'ective June 1, 1989i and does not reflect any year-end merit increases. 
Source: University of California, Office of the President; and the California State University, Office of the Chancellor. 



ministrators are annualized for 1988-89, and in- 
clude an estimated 6.0 percent salary increase that 
was provided on June 1, 1989. Campus administra- 
tive salary data, however, are annual averages that 
do not reflect the estimated 6.0 percent salary 
increase that was provided on June I, 1989. State 



University systemwide estimated annualized sala- 
ries effective July 1, 1989 are shown in Display 13. 
Like those of the University of California, these 
salaries are expected to increase further in January 
1990 when additional salary adjustments are antic- 
ipated. 
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DISPLAY 13 



Estimated Annual'ued Salaries of Central-Office Administrators at the University of 
California and the California Staie University.effectiue July 1,1989* 



Adminittnitiv« Title 
and Numb«r of Pocitioiu 



Univcnity 
of California 



Adminiftrative Title and 
Number of Poaitiona 



Tha California 
Stata Univeraity 



President (1) 

Senior Vice Presidents (2) 

Vice Presidents (3) 

Associate Vice Presidents (4) 

Assistant Vice-Presidents (10) 

Director of State Govern- 
mental Relations (1) 

University Auditor (1) 

General Counsel (i) 

Treasurer (1) 

Associate Treasurer (1) 

Secretary to the Regents (1) 



$214,500 

139,300 

121 ,400 to 
125,100 

101,558** 
to 120,098** 

84,666** 
to 109,386** 

97,541** 

86,520** 
142,900 
16'*,300 
136,300 

98,600 



Chancellor (1) 

Executive Vice Chancellor (1) 
Vice Chancellors (4) 

Deputy Vice Chancellor (1) 

Assistant Vice Chancellors (10) 

Director of Governmental 
Affairs (1) 

University Auditor (1) 
(General Counsel (1) 
Associate General Counsel (1) 



$136,242 

118,972 

111,978 to 
117,295 

93,937 

77,388 to 
94,103 

100,145 

82,680 

117,295 
91,202 



* An additional salary increasa for theae poaitiona of about 4 percent ia anticipated for January 1, 1990. 

Effective January 1, 1989, a one-time addition to aalary waa made to replace a 3 percent tax-deferred annuity contribution. 
Source: Univeraity of California, Office of the Preaident; and the California State Univeraity, Office of the Chancellor. 
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Medical School Faculty Salaries 
at the University of California 



DURING the 1978 Legislative Session, the Budget 
Conference Committee adopted the following Sup- 
plemental Language to the Budget Bill: 

The University of California shall report to the 
California Postsecondary Education Commis* 
sion annually on (1) its full-time clinical fac- 
ulty salaries and those of its comparison insti- 
tutions (including a description of the tjrpe of 
r I npensation plans utilized by each UC school 
and each comparison institution), and (2) the 
number of compensation plan exceptions in ef- 
fect at each UC school. 

In 1979, the University selected eight comparison in- 
stitutions - Stanford; the State University of New 
York's Upstate Medical School; the University of 
Illinois (Chicago), Michigan (Ann Arbor), Texas 
(Houston), and Wisconsin (Madison); and Yale - 
five of which were also on the comparison list for 
regular faculty - and also explained the procedures 
used to compensate faculty physicians (Appendix 
B). Subsequently, due to data collection problems, 
SI SY's Upstate Medical School was replaced by that 
of the University of North Carolina's at Chapel Hill. 

In 1985, the Commission's Advisory Committee on 
the Facuhy Salary Methodology, which includes 
representatives from the Department of Finance, 
the OfHce of the Legislative Analyst, the segments, 
and the Commission, agreed that while the medical 
faculty salary report was useful to complete the pic- 
ture of faculty salaries generally, there was little 
need to provide it on an annual basis. This conclu- 
sion stemmed from the dual facts mat University 
physicians are paid by the State on the same sched- 
ule as regular 11-month faculty on the general cam- 
puses, and that previous reports had not resulted in 
any changes in fiscal or programmatic policy at the 
medical schools. Accordingly, the advisory commit- 
tee, and subsequently the Commission, agreed to bi- 
ennial submissions of the salary data. 

Since the first report was published by the Commis- 



sion in 1979, salary data have been included for 
general medicine, surgery, and pediatrics that, tak- 
en t/>gether» have been used to represent all medical 
disciplines. In addition, the University has pro- 
vided an overview of the various clinical compensa- 
tion plans employed by its comparison group, as 
well as its own procedures for compensating medi- 
cal faculty. 

Displays 14, 15, and 16 on pages 22 and 23 show 
1988-89 University of California and comparison 
institution data in the three specialties - general 
medicine, surgery, and pediatrics. These data indi- 
cate that University medical faculty exceed the 
mean compensation at their comparison institu- 
tions by between 3.6 percent and 12.7 percent in 
five of the nine categories shown, and trail the av- 
erage compensation of their comparison group by 
between 3.3 percent and 14.9 percent in the re- 
maining four categories. 

The University's medical faculty ranks fourth, 
eighth, and fifth at the professor, associate professor 
and assistant professor ranks, respectively, in gener- 
al medicine; third, seventh, and sixth in surgery; 
and third, second, and second in pediatrics. In 
recent years, there has been a slight decline overall 
in the University's relative position ranking when 
compared to its comparison group, due primarily to 
delayed annual cost-of-living increases. Full-pro- 
fessor medical faculty in all three specialties sur- 
veyed exceed the comparison institution mean sal- 
ary; however, at the lower ranks of associate pro- 
fessor and assistant professor. University faculty 
trail their comparison institution counterparts in 
both general medicine and surgery. Only in pedi- 
atrics does the University exceed the comparison 
group's average salary at each ladder rank, al- 
though this specialty remains the lowest paying on 
the average of all medical specialties. The Univer- 
sity's position for each renk and spenalty in six of 
the past eight years is shown in Display 17 on page 
23. 
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DISPLAY 14 University of California Medical School Faculty Salary Survey, 1988-89 
(General Medicine) 



IiutitutioB Cod'} 


Rank 


ProfMMr 


lUnic 


Aaiocistc 
ProfMtor 


Rank 


Auiftant 
Profetaor 


D 


1 


$144,737 


1 


$126,570 


1 


$93,931 


B 


2 


143,777 


2 


98,375 


o 


70,475 


F 


3 


127,000 


5 


94,000 


3 


75,000 


University of California 


4 


128,625 


8 


90,107 


5 


72,166 


E 


5 


112,240 


6 


93,433 


8 


65,714 


A 


6 


111,667 


7 


91,333 


7 


66,942 


C 


7 


111,250 


3 


96,734 


2 


75,464 


G 


8 


105,010 . 


4 


94,583 


4 


74,835 


Comparison Institution Mean Salary^ 




$122,240 




$99,147 




$74,623 


Standard Deviation 




$14,313 




$11,050 




$8,174 


Percentage by which UC exceeds or 
(lags) comparison institution mean 




3.6% 




(9.2%) 




(3.3%) 



1. Equal w«i(ht to each compariiMin ioctitution. 
Sourcf : Univtciity of CaliforaiA, Ofllct of tho Proaidont 



DISPLAY IS University of California Medical School Faculty Salary Survey, 1988^9 (I ry) 



Institution Code 


Rank 


Profeuor 


Rank 


Aaaociata 
ProfeMor 


Rank 


aistant 
Profesaor 


D 


1 


$249,373 


2 


$176,935 


2 


$133,100 


C 


2 


218,500 


1 


233,000 


1 


168,750 


University of California 


3 


209,780 


7 


143,061 


6 


104,740 


F 


4 


202,000 


4 


172,000 


3 


132,000 


A 


5 


201,250 


3 


175,500 


4 


125,001 


B 


6 


177,077 


6 


147,666 


5 


109,000 


G 


7 


176,561 


8 


114,102 


8 


95,648 


E 


8 


167,425 


5 


157,856 


7 


95,899 


Compaiiqon Institution Mean Salary^ 




$198,739 




$168,151 




$122,771 


Standard Deviation 




$25,163 




$32,308 




$23,029 


Percentage by which UC exceeds or 
(lags) comparison institution mean 
salary 




5.6% 




(-14.9%) 




(-14.7%) 



1. Equal weight to «ach comparison inititution. 
Source: Univertity of California, Office of the President. 
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DISPLAY 16 University of California Medical School Faculty Salary Survey, 1988-89 (Pediatrics) 



initittttion Coat 


Rank 


ProftMcr 


Rank 


AMociata 
Profaaaor 


Rank 


Auiatant 

Profsuor 


n 
o 


1 


1197 nnn 


1 
1 


iQA Ann 


u 


SR8 111 

^QO| 111 


r 


o 


191 nnn 


A 
*u 


AA nnn 


1 

1 


7A nnn 

f U) 1/1/1/ 




3 

Q 


ISA l&A 


0 


fit 4AS 


2 


75 773 


n 


A 


112 Kfi2 


3 


ga 1 ig 


3 


72 287 


E 


5 


109.468 


7 


82.318 


7 


61.620 


A 


6 


103.300 


6 


82.636 


4 


70.000 


C 


7 


96.889 


6 


83.800 


6 


63.222 


G 


8 


91.977 


8 


68.888 


8 


59.435 


Comparison Institution Mean Salary^ 




1108.884 




184.337 




$67,239 


Standard Deviation 




111,553 




17.991 




$5,947 


Percentage by which UC exceeds 
comparison institution mean salary 




10.7% 




8.5% 




12.7% 



1. Equal weight to f«chcomp«rifoniiutitutioa. 
Source: Uuivonity of C«lifonu«, Office of the President 



DISPLAY 17 Ranking of University of Califorrua Medical Faculty Compensation in Relation to the 
Amounts Paid at its Comparison Institutions, Selected Years from 1980-81 to 1988-89 



Specialty and Academic Rank 



Poeition in Relation to the Eight Comparison Inatitutione 



1980-81 



1981-82 



1982-8.') 



1984-86 



1986-87 



1988-89 



General Medicine 
Professor 

Associate Professor 
Assistant Professor 



3 
4 
2 



3 
4 
4 



4 
6 
4 



4 
4 
3 



4 
2 
2 



4 
8 
5 



Surgery 

Professor 

Associate Professor 
Assistant Professor 



3 
3 
5 



2 
4 
5 



4 
5 
4 



3 
6 
6 



3 

5 
3 



3 
7 
6 



Pediatric! 

Professor 1 

Associate Professor 2 

Assistant Professor 4 

Source: Univertity of California, OfHce of the Preiidunt. 



2 

2 
3 



3 
4 
6 



3 
3 
5 



2 
2 
I 



3 
2 
2 
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Appendix A 



Augusts. 1979 

G ^dHaywtrd 

DL of LAfiaUdvttnd Public A£bin 
C«L IbfBU Coauauaity CollafM 
1238SStrMt 
SscrsnMnto, CA 95B14 

Dmt Jcrrjr- 

As yott know, tht LcgisUturt took sovtrtl aetioos during (ho eurrtnt sossion concorning tho rtporting of 
salary data. Tha flm of thaao omaaatod from tho Logislativo Analyst's rsport and rtquirts tho Comnussion 
to iacludo tho ConuBuaity Collogti ia our annual roports oa Cnivorsity of CaiUbmia and CaUTomia Scace 
Univonity aad Collogtt fiMulty salarios. Tho soeond action appropriattd S15.000 to tho Chancollor's Office 
for tho purpose of coUoetiaf salary data for tho 1978-79 aad 1979-80 fiscal yoars. Tho Uttor action. how«vor. 
did not specify tho typo of iafonaatioa to bo coUoetod. 

It is ny uadorstaadiag that you discussod this subjoet with Bill Storoy and agrtod that wt should dovtlop a 
dotailod list of tho iafonaatioB wt will roquirt for our roport. Aftor that, I prosumo you will contact us if chore 
art aay quostioaa or aaibiguitiofl. 

Our quostioaa (all into throo eatogorios: (I) loll-tinio faculty, (2) part-timo faculty, and (3) administrators. 
For oach of thoso, wo will aood tho following: 

Ftdl'timi fiuuUy 

1. A liitir^of all salary classifications (e.g. BAt 30, MA, etc.) for oach Community College District. 

2. Tho actual salary at oach st( ^ of oach classification. 

3. Tho auxabor of faculty at each stop of o: ^ classification. 

4. Tho aaiouats of aay bonuses that are granted to factilty, tho number of faculty receiving them, tne 
total salary of every Gsculty member receiving a bonus, and tho reason for granting the bonus. 

5. The percentage increase in salary granted (Le. the range adjustment) for the fiscal year covered by the 
report 

6. The total number of Aill-time factilty in each district. 

7. The mean salary received by those full-time faculty. 

8. The* total dollar amount paid to fulUtime faculty as a group. 
Part'Hmt faculty 

1. The total number of part-time faculty employed by each district on both a headcount and fuil-cime. 
. equivalent (FTE) basis. 

2. The mean salary paid to each headcount faculty member in each district. 

3. The mean salary paid to each FTE faculty member in each district. 



G«ral<l Hayward 
Auguat9, 1979 
Paft2 



4. Tht total dollar amount paid to all part<timo faculty in oach district 

5. A summary of tht compensation plan for part-timo faculty momb«ra in tach district. 
Adminittrator$ 

1. A list of all administrativo positions (titits) in tadi district. 

2. Tht salary schadulo for tach position. 

3. Tht numbtr of htadeount and PTE tmpioytts occupying tach administrativt position. 

4. Tht actual salary paid to tach tmpioytt in tach adsiinistrativt position. 

9. Tht ptrctntagt inertaat in salary granttd (It. tht range adjustmtnt) for tht (Iscal ytar covtrtd by tht 
report. 

A few words of explanation may be in order. The data requested for full«time faculty are ver>' similar to. those 
that have been collected by the Chancellor's Office for a number of years but which wtrt not colltcttd for 
1978-79 dut to Propoaition 13 reductions. The only major difference relates to the detail on bonuses that was 
not deariy presented in'prior reports. 

We are asking for data on part-time faculty because of objections raised by Community College repre- 
sentatives. At the time our preliminary report on Community College salaries was presented, many 
Community College representatives, including those from the Chancellor's Office, complained that the data 
were misleading because part-time faculty were not included. To avoid that difficulty in the futxire, it is 
imperative that dau on these faculty be included in next year's report to the Legislature. 

Wt are also asking for data on administrators because of the eoneenu expressed by both tht Ltgislaturt (on 
tht subjtct of acadtmic administration gentrally) and various Community College faculty organizations. I 
am not sure we will publish any of the data on administrators but wt do want to bt ahlt to respond to 
qutations should they arise. 

Tht final ittm concerns the dates for receipt of the data. As you know, we publish two salary reports tach 
ytar. Sinet the University and the State IT ni varsity report to us tach year by November 1, we think it would 
be appropriate to set November 1 as a reporting date(for the 1978-79 data) for the Chancellor's Office as well. 
For the 1979-80 data, we would like to have a report by March 1 so that w« may include it in our final report to 
the Legislature. In future years, the March 1 date should become permanent. 

If you have any questions concerning any of these matters, please let me know. 

Sincerely, 



Kenneth B. O'Brien. Jr. 
Associate Director 



KBOB:mc . 
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 
Report on Medical School Clinical Compensation Plans and 
Clinical Faculty Salaries 

This report responds to Item 322 of the 1978 Conference Committee's Supple- 
mental Report on the Budget Bill which recommends that: 

UC shall report to CPEC annually on (1) its full-time clinical faculty 
salaries and those of its comparison institutions (including a descrip- 
tion of the type of compensation plans utilized by each UC school and 
each comparison institution) and- (2) the number of compensation plan 
exceptions in effect at each UC school. 
This report discusses the issues in the above supplemental language by pro- 
viding: 

1. a description of the type of compensation plans utilized by each UC 
school and each comparison institution (Section I); 

2. a discussion of the University's full-time clinical faculty salaries and 
those of its comparison institutions (Section III; and 

3. a report on compensation plan exceptions (Section IIIl. 
I, Clinical Compensation Plans 

General 

Clinical compensation plans are compensation arrangements created by 
medical schools to provide competitive income for physicians and other 
faculty with direct patient-cars responsibility as well as to further the 
academic goals of the medical schools. As stated by the Association of 
American Medical Colleges CAAMC) in their December. 1977 report on An 
In-Depth Study of Seven Medical Practice Plans , 

"The most commonly stated plan objective is the attraction and retention 
of quality faculty through the provision of acceptable compensation 
levels not achievable through other salary sources. An additional objec- 

31 
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tive quite prevalent among the . . . plans 1s the use of plan revenue 
to help achieve departmental and schoolwlde program enrichment with 

# 

stable, flexible funds." 
The AAMC reviewed the medical practice plans of the 112 M.O. degree-gran- 
ting fully acredlted inedlcal schools In the U,S. and concluded that the 
plans could be characterized by the degree of central control exercised 
over the details of the plans' operations, along a "centralized/ decent ra- 
il zed" axis. A summary of the three basic types of clinical compensation 
plans was developed by the AAMC as follows: 

Type A - a highly centralized compensation approach, characterized by 
two basic and Interrelated features. First, all patient-care fees are 
collected and deposited to central account*;, usually with few references 
to the origin of the bill- beyond the requi i*«««nts of accurate book- 
keeping and physician liability and accountability for ser/ices rendered. 
Second, physicians are placed on either individually set or departnien- 
tally fixed Incomes based on a predetermined compensation schedule 
which recognizes such features as academic rank, previous or current 
clinical ser/ices, and additional merit or ser/ice features. 
Type B - an intermediate arrangement in which some common policy frame- 
work exists for patient-care fee collection and disbursement. In this 
approiich a general policy is set for all medical school faculty with 
patient-care responsibilities, requiring that they follow specified 
billing and collection procedures through a central office or departnten- 
tal offices. Compensation is determined by a formula wnich recognizes 
the productivity of patient-care activities as well as academic factors 
such as rink and scholarship. Such compensation arrangements usually 
set broad ranges for total compensation, recognizing the aforementioned 
features, with set maxima either by departnent, school, or specialty. 
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Type C - the least disciplined arrangement, which allows wide variation 
by individual department or among special t-fes as to how patient-care 
fees are collected and subsequently distributed. The most extreme 
example permits the faculty member to bill and retain virtually all 
of the billable practice income with some requirement to reimburse 
the institution for overhead cost (office space, hospital fees, etc.). 
Table 2 (p. 11), provides a further description of this medical practice 
plan typology, Indicating by directional arrows the kind of movement that 
typically occurs in the organization of a practice plan— from no plan to 
decentralized, to intermediate, and to centralized. 

University of California Uniform Medical School Clinical Compensation Plan 
The University of California uniform Medical School Clinical Compensation 
Plan-, approved by The Regents in November, 1977 for implementation in 1978, 
falls within the Type B category. It provides a uniform framework for 
patient-care billing and sets uniform compensation maxima based on academic 
rank and step. The Plan provides sufficient flexibility so that specific 
parameters for the various medical specialties or disciplines within 
the same department may be established as long as the maximum compensation 
arrangements established by the Plan are not exceeded. 
The key features of this Plan are: 

1. The eleven-month regular faculty salary scale approved by The Regents 
for each faculty rank forms the base salary for all medical school 
ladder rank faculty. There is no differential in the base salary between 
medical school faculty and general campus faculty. 

2. Arrangements for compensation in addition to the base salary are 
limited to three types. 

a. Negotiated Income - This is an amount of additional compensation 
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detamlned by a department or school that a cUntctan can earn via con- 
tribution of Income from patient-care (and certain other specified in- 
come sources) to a group or pooled Income system. There ,is an absolute 
ceiling on this annunt, as discussed beloM. 

b. Income Limitation Arrangements - These are arrangements whereby the 
faculty member may retain, subject to assessments, Income directly 
from pat1ent-ca!-e activities. Assessments are progressive and reach 
a nearly confiscatory level at approximately three times the faculty 
member's base salary. 

c. Combination Plans - These are arrangements whereby faculty members 
share a predetermined portion of a pooled amount and are allowed 
to retain individual earnings beyond that amount up to a max'Tium 
ceiling. 

3. Membership in this Plan 1s mandatary for all clinical faculty with 
pat1ent-care responsibility who hold an appointment at 50- or more time, 
and all income from profassional ser/ices performed by these faculty is 
subject to the terms of the Plan. 

4. Accounting standards and monitoring practices are specified in the 
guidelines for implementation of this Plan. Along with the Plan and 
guidelines, accounting procedures have been developed which a«-e 
consistent with the Plan objectives. 

Comoarison Data Survey 

One of the principal features of the uniform Medical School Clinical 
Compensation Plan is a provision for periodic review of the established 
compensation maxima. In Section IV (Compensation), which sets forth the 
formulae fOr deriving maximum compensation, provision IV. 3. 6 states: 
Compensation levels and assessment rates will be reviewed periodically 
by the Vice President— Academic and Staff Personnel Relations in light 
of camoarison data from University of California Mecical Schools as 
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well as from other comparison institutions. On the basis of the Vice 
President's report, the President, after consultation with the Academic 
Senate, may recomnend adjustments in the compensation levels in this 
Plan to The Regents. 
A set of comparison institutions was selected and a statistical method 
adopted that would yield the requisite data to satisfy this provision of 
the Medical School Clinical Compensation Plan as well as the requirement 
for an annual report to the California Postsecondary Education Commission. 

Selection of Comparison Institutions 

Eight institutions that represent comparable programs were selected from 
public and private sectors. Five of the institutions are public in 
character and three are private. The institutions selected represent a 
diverse spectrum and sufficient variation of settings and practice plan 
arrangements to provide valid comparisons. Appendix B (see pp. 19-20) 
provides a brief description of the various compensation plans used by the 
comparison institutions. 
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Comparison Institutions 

Name Public or Private Compensation Plan 

*Stanford Private yes 

State Univ. of New York- 
Upstate Medical School Public yes 

Univ. of Chicago Private yes 

*Univ. of Illinois Public no 

*Univ. of Michigan Public yes 

Univ. of Texas, Houston Public yes 

*Univ. of Wisconsin Public yes 

*Yale University Private yes 
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The comparison Institutions included five that are also in the general 
campus survey (noted by asterisks). In addition, the University of 
Texas, Houston, and the State University of New York-Upstate Medical 
School were selected because they are part of larger multicampus systems 
with more than one medical school. 

II « Compensation Survey 
A. Data Collection 

Compensation plan information was obtained from the eight comparison 
medical schools by means of a questionnaire (see Appendi"x A, pp. 16-18). 
The questionnaire was followed by phone calls, and a special meeting 
which took place during the October, 1978 meeting of the AAMC in New 
Orlfsns. At that special meeting of the comparison schools, t^^ers 
was an extended discussion of the practical aspects of medical salary 
and practice plan management, and arrangements were made to meet and/or 
consult each year and to regularly exchange data. Further, Mr. William 
L. Storey, Higher Education specialist with the California Postsecondary 
Education Cownission, was .^.isulted about this comparison study, and 
has agreed to meet to diicuss in detail the methodology and conclusions. 

B. Selection of Oeoartments and DisciDlines 

Comparison of medical schools' salaries raises problems which do not 
occur in comparing salaries of general campuses. On general university 
campuses, overall salary averages for a given professorial rank are a 
good reflection of what the individual faculty member is actually paid 
at that rank. In medical schools, however, there is great variation in 
individual salaries, and an overall salary average for a given medical 
school is statistically unreliable. For that reason, it was not possible 
to use overall salary averages from the comparison medical schools in 



this study. Statistics from the annu^i? ■'•'AMC report of clinical 
salaries were similarly of little utility since they tend to aggregate 
salaries from a variety of clinicians, both full and part-time, without 
sufficient disaggregation in the sample to make the data useful for 
this survey. The method that was devised to avoid the above problems 
was to select a stratified sample of three clinical specialties which 
are commonly found in schools of medicine and which typically represent 
a range of compensation within medical schools. The three clinical 
specialties selected are (a) Pediatrics, typically at a lower level of 
compensation; (b) Medicine, typically at a mid-level compensation; and 
(c) Surgery, typically at a higher compensation. These three clinical 
specialties are taken as representative of the medical schools at 
large and are used as the base for developing the data for this study. 
The salary data received from the thirteen medical schools (five from 
UC and eight from comparison insitutions) are treated as follows: 
a single weighted-average compensation is constructed from the five UC 
medical school responses for each of the three specialties. That 
weighted average is displayed in a ranked table (ranked by professorial 
compensation) together with the responses from the eight comparison 
medical schools (see Tables 3, 4, and 5, pp. 12, 13, and 14). 
. The Method 

For each of the specialties a simple average of the resulting table of 
nine weighted averages is then calculated, as well as the standard 
deviation* and entered at the bottom of each of Table 3, 4 and 5. 
The single average for the five medical schools is examined in each 
of the three ranked tables to determine where that average falls within 
the sample of nine weighted averages; i.e., whether or not that particu 
lar average deviates significantly from the general average. The 
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tables reflect the following: 

a. where the UC average falls within one standard deviation; 

b. where the UC average is with respect to the average for the 
group as a whole; and 

c. whether the UC average is within one standard deviation of the 
group average. 

If the UC average is, in fact, within one standard deviation from the 
group average, then the UC average can be considered to be no c statis- 
tically different from that of the group as a whole. 
0. Results of the Clinical Salary Comparison and University of C^^1farT^ia 

Standing in Each Category 

Tables 3, 4, and 5 (see pp. 12, 13. and Ul indicate that the University's 
average compensaffon is consistent with the overall average for each 
specialty, as displayed below: 



AVEIWGE FULL PROFESSOR COMPENSATION 


- ABSTRACTED FROM 


TABLES 3, 


1, 5. 


f^edicine 


Pediatri cs 


Surner/ 


Hi ah 67,000 


Hi ah 


67,000 


Hiqh 


aa,ooo 


Averaae 60, 


UC 


59.000 


Aver?ce 


79.i^0 


UC 59,000 


Average 


57,560 


UC 


75,000 


Lew 5«i,000 


Low 


51 .000 


Low 


57,000 



rmm the table above, the fvjll owing conclusions are drawn: 
1. In Medicine (Table 3, p. 12), average professorial ccmcensation nnaes 
from a high of $67, COO per year to a lew of S5«i,aC0, with an averics 
of 360, A^. The UC average for Medicine is 539,000, s'ign-ly teicw 
Che group average. 

Q 2. In Pediatrics (Table A,p.l3), average professorial comoensation ranges 
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from a high of $67,000 per year to a low of $51,000, with an average 
of $57,560. The UC average for Pediatrics is $59,000, slightly (but 
not significantly) higher than the group average (within one standard 
deviation from the averag*^) . 
3. In Surgery (Table 5, p, 15), average professorial compensation ranges 
from a high of $88,000 per year to a low of $67,000, with an average 
of $79,440, The UC average for Surgery is $75,000, somewhat (but not 
significantly) below the group average. 
Within each of the three specialties, the spread of salaries is not great, 
supporting the assumption that the selected medical schools are comparable. 
In each of the tables for the three specialties, the University's average 
compensation is close to the overall average, as is displayed in the table 
above. For these reasons, the compensation being paid in University of 
California medical schools cin be considered to be representative, com- 
petitive and appropriate. Therefore, there appears to be no need at this 
time to alter the current compensation formulas, 
E;<ceptions to the Plan 

Requests for exceptions, including individual exceptions, to the Medical 
School Clinical Compensation Plan may originate with the individual depart- 
ment, and, subject to approval by the Dean, are then forwarded to the campus 
Chancellor for the next approval step. The Chancellor then consults with the 
campus Academic Senate, If the Chancellor approves the exception, the request 
is recoimifinded to the President for final approval. All approved exceptions 
to compensation limits must be reported to the Board of Regents 
As part of the implementation of the Plan it was agreed that certain limited 
existing arrangements would be permitted to continue. Other than these ex- 
ceptions, no individual exceptions have been made. Irvine has been permitted 
to delay implementation of the Plan until January, 1980 in order to accommodat 
the campus conversion from a gross to a net clinical fee compensation plan. 
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COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS - MEDICAL SCHOOLS 

Stanford University 

State University of New York - 
Upstate Medical School 

University of Chicago 

University of Illinois 

University of Michigan 

University of Texas, Houston 

University of Wisconsin 

Yale University 
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APPSSDZX A 



m\7nisiTY Or Cri.i?c?>:;iA 

Annual Medical School Faculcr Salary Sur.'gy 

Inscruccions 



The iora -111 be provided for three departtwncs only, General Medicine, 
Pediatrics, and Surgery. Three ca-cejories of compensacioa are identified 
vi:h definiuioos. These are: 

!• Base or Guaranceed Cooponenc - the base salary derived from UcdLver- 
siry of Calif oraia salary scales for chac rank aad juaraareed by 
Che University eiaslasive of fringe benefits; 

2, University of C^lifomia Uaifora Hedical School ClinicaJ. Coepensa- 
tion, or expected compensacioa, not including the base salarr 
described la 1, above, which is received through or as a result of 
the operatiaa of, aad the individual faculty menfaer's participation 
in, the University of California Uniform tUdical School Clinical 
Compensation Flan, and 

3. Cratid Total Compensation - the sua of the monies associated with 
items 1 and 2 above, divided by the head count for that line of the 
questionaaire. 



In each case, one calculates the average for each box in the question- 
naire by totalling all the monies involved in that category and then by 
dividing by the head count for that line of the questionnaire, ileascnahle 
estimates of the year's earnings should be reported r 

or last year's actual earnings with any esticatad incre;2ant. 
?lease specify the method used in the "comaents'* section at the botton of 
each questionnaire. 

For the departments specified above, include only 12 mcnth salaries for 
full-time paid faculty utiliaiag September 1 budget figures whenever possible. 
Include the full salary of faculty on sabbatical leave. Exclude those facultv 
at affiUated institutions, full salary for vacant positions, house staff and' 
fellows in all ranks and part-time and volunteer faculty. 

Attached is a list of the subspecialties to be included v/ichia three 
departments (General Medicine, Pediatrics and Surgery) . If you have any" 
questions, please phone R.D. Menhenett at (415) : 642-145 A. 
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APPENDIX B 



Brief Descriptions of the Medical Compensation Plans at the Eight Comparison 
Medical Schools 

1 ) Stanford University 

Stanford his a new practice plan that is currently being written and is 
not yet available. 

2) State University of New York - Upstate Medical School 

Overall manageinent of the practice plan is vested in a governing board 
consisting essentially of the President, the Dean of the Medical School 
and the medical school department chairmen. The departments have consi- 
derable autonomy, and keep the accounts and do the billing. The State is 
paid for overhead costs, and the Medical School levies a surcharge on 
gross practice plan income for its own use. (A Type "B" or Type "C" Plan) 

3) University of Chicago 

General guidelines are issued to the departments by the Dean's office. 
Within those guidelines, individual practice plans are negotiated on a 
departmental basis. The medical school is experimenting with a surcharge, 
and with various kinds of non-salary incentives. Currently, however, 
the individual departnients have a good deal of autonomy. (A Type "C" Plan) 

4. University of Illinois 

No formal practice plan exists. The medical school provides centralized 
billing facilities. Beyond that, what happens is the result of individual 
negotiation between the individual faculty member, his department and the 
Dean's office. 

5. University of Michigan 

The plan is centralized, with a formal central business office run by a 
full-time Director who reports directly to the Dean of the Medical School. 
The central business office establishes policy, does billing and handles 



20 

disbursements. The Individual departments have comparatively little auto- 
noiny. Tne plan was phased 1n gradually over the five-year period from 
1973 to 1978. (A Type "A" Plan) 

6) University of Texas at Houston 

The plan is controlled by a Board of Directors consisting of the President, 
V.P. for Business Affairs and the department chairmen. The plan provides 
for central billing and disbursement of funds; however, individual fr.culty 
salaries are set through individual negotiation between a faculty member 
and his department chairman. The departments have considerable autonomy. 
(A Type "B" or Type "C Plan) 

7) University of Wisconsin 

Although a written plan exists, its net effect is to vest authority in 
the individual departments. Each department creates in effect its own 
individual practice plan and -^-Des pretty much as- it pleases, subject to 
certain maximum salary constraints written into the central plan. (A 
Type "8" or Type "C" Plan) 

8) Yale University 

The practice plan consists of a series of brief salary guidelines published 
by the Dean which set up a framework for salary payment and establish the 
permissible salary ranges within which an individual faculty member may 
be paid. Each department develops its own practice plan, in negotiation 
with the Cean's office. Individual salaries are recaimiended by the 
department chairman and approved by the Dean. (A Type "C" Plan) 
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california:postsec«ndary education commission 



THE California Postsecqndary Educatioivpommis* 
sion 14 a citizen board established in 19:TA by the 
Legislatiire and Governor to coordinate tiin efforts 
of California's colleges and unikersities and to pro- 
vide independent, non-iMurti)iAr^licy analysis and 
recommendations to the <2^^i^r and Leg^lature. 

S i " h 
Members of the Commission 

The Commission consist^ Q 15 members, jfine rep- 
resent the general public^.with three each ^pointed 
for six-year terms by tfaeRQQ|Fernor, the Senate 
Rules Committee, and thet3f»8ker of the Assembly. 
The otlier six represent the Vhajor segment of post* 
secondary education in California. ^ ' 

As of February 1990, the po^massioners represent* 
ing the general public ait: ^ 

Mim Andelson, Los Angeles; , , 
C. Thomas De7Ui» Long Beach; 
Henry Der, San Franciscof *' ' 
Seymour M. Farber, M.p., San Francisco; . 
Rosalind K. Goddard, Lc\^ i^^WtfiiM; 
HelenZ. Hansen, Long l^ach; ^ 
Lowell J. Paige, El Macero; Vii^^ Chair; |^ 
Cruz Reynoso, Los Angel^ Cjw^ir; and { 
Stephen P. Teale, M.O., Mftd^tf^ ch 

Representatives of the • * 

Meredith J. Khachigiari>;3ajr01emente;^i?)pointed 
by the Regents of the U-^^versih^of Cah'^orp^a; 

Theodore J. Saenger, Sito^ f^ncisco; ap^iftpted by 
the Trustees of the CalLPSmia Sttite b niveftlty; 

John F. Parkhurst, Folsgmj aopm by Jjhe Board 
of Governors of the CalifonuatJ^pmiinity^ 

Harry Wugalter, Thousand Oaks; appoin^l by the 
Council for Private Postsecondary Educaftionai In- 
stitutions; 

Joseph D. Carrabino, Orange; apjK)inti^l"by the 
California State Board of Education; and 

James B. Jamieson, San ikiis Obispo; appointed by 
the Governor from nominwSJflroposed IjijvCalifor- 
ma's independent college^ and yniversitieW"! 



ERIC 



Functions of the Commission 

The Commission is charged by the Legislature and 
Governor to '"assure the effective utilization of pub- 
lic postsecondary education resources, thereby elimi* 
nating waste and unne::essary duplication, and to 
promote diversity, innovation, and responsiveness 
to student and societal needs/' 

To this end, the Commission conducts independent 
reviews of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions of 
postsecondary education in California, including 
community colleges, four-year colleges, univei 
ties, and professional and occupational schools. 

As an advisory planning and coordinating body, the 
Commission does not administer or govern any in- 
stitutions, nor does it approve, authorize or accredit 
any of them. Instead, it cooperates wi^ other State 
agencies and non-governmental groups that per* 
form these functions, while operating as an indepen- 
dent board with its own staff and its own specific du- 
ties of evaluation, coordination, and planning, 

Operation of the Commission 

The Commission holds regular meetings throughout 
the year at which it debates and takes action on 
staff studies and takes positions on proposed legisla- 
tion affecting education beyond the high school in 
Caliibrria. By law, its meetings are open to the 
public Requests to speak at a meeting may be made 
by writing the Commission in advance or by submit- 
ting a request before the start of the meeting. 

The Commission's day-to-day work is carried out by 
its staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of its ex- 
ecutive director, Kenneth B. O'Brien, who is ap- 
pointed by the Commission. 

The Commission publishes and distributes without 
charge some 30 to 40 reports each year on major is- 
sues confronting California postsecondary educa- 
tion. Recent reports are listed on the back cover. 

Further information about the Commission, its 
meetings, its staff, and its publications may be ob- 
tained from the Commission ofRces at 1020 Twelfth 
Street, Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 98514-3985; 
telephone (916)446-7933. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT ON ACADEMIC SALARIES, 1988-89 
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